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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 9 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 9 and 32 do not make sense. Claims 1 and 24 specifically recite that the 
"electrically conductive enclosure electromagnetically shielding the inductor, the 
electrically conductive enclosure having a aperture at least as large as the inductor." 
Therefore, an "omission" of the enclosure results in the "omission" of the aperture at 
least in terms of the metes and bounds of the claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1-4, 6, 7, 9, 16-20, 22-27, 29, 30, 32, 39-54 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Huang et al. 

Regarding claims 1 , 23, 24 and 42, in Figs. 4a and 4b, Huang et al. discloses an 
apparatus comprising an inductor 1 1 , and electrically conductive enclosure 
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41electromagnetically shielding the inductor, the electrically conductive enclosure 41 
having an aperture at least as large as the inductor as shown in Fig. 4a, the aperture 
being substantially centered around a projected surface 22 of the inductor, and one or 
more conductive links 42, 43 extending across the aperture and electrically coupled to 
the electrically conductive enclosure. 

Regarding claims 2 and 25, Figs. 4a and 4b show the aperture being 
substantially parallel to a plane of the current flow of the inductor. 

Regarding claims 3 and 26, Fig. 4a reasonably shows the aperture having an 
approximate diameter that is the sum of the approximate outer diameter of the inductor 
and the approximate inner diameter of the inductor. 

Regarding claims 4 and 27, in at least paragraph 0012, Huang et al.'s enclosure, 
including the links "reduce an effect of electromagnetic signals external to the 
electrically conductive enclosure on the inductor." 

Regarding claims 6, 7 and 29, in at least paragraph 0038, Huang et al. discloses 
the links 42, 43 "are approximately 5 ^m wide," and are formed in at least one so-called 
"traditional integrated circuit layers." 

Regarding claims 16 and 39, the term "redistribution" layer reads on any layer of 
an integrated circuit die since this terms does not set forth any particular structure. On 
the other hand, any layer of an integrated circuit is considered a "redistribution" layer 
since each layer effects the movement of electrons. 

Regarding claims 18 and 40, in paragraph 0035, Huang et al. discloses the 
conductor forming the inductor is 10 (am wide. 
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Regarding claims 19 and 41, in Fig. 4a, Huang et al. shows the space between 
inductor 1 1 and the edge of the aperture being approximately equal to the width of the 
enclosure 41 . Since Huang et al. discloses the enclosure width to be up to 50 um wide, 
it is reasonable to interpret the space as being more than 10.25 ^m wide. 

Regarding claim 20, the method steps recited herein are anticipated for the same 
reasons provided above for claim 1 . 

Regarding claims 44-54, in Fig. 4a, Huang et al. shows the conductive plate 41 
formed by a plurality of continuous conductive patterns, the continuous conductive 
patterns being substantially concentric, consistent with applicant's disclosure, with 
respect to the aperture. The aperture is substantially centered around a projected 
surface 22 of the inductor, and the conductive links 42, 43 are readable as at least 4 
separate links such that "individual ones of the electrically conductive links are coupled 
to each other by an electrically conductive link perpendicular to the individual ones of 
the electrically conductive links." 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 5, 15, 28 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Huang et al. 
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Regarding claims 5 and 28, the difference between Huang et al. and the claimed 
invention is "the electrically conductive links reduce coupling in the inductor from 
external sources by approximately 6dB." However, this difference is nothing more than 
a design parameter of the apparatus. That is, depending on the need/specification of 
the apparatus or integrated circuit, one would design the inductor and enclosure, 
including the links, to meet this need/specification. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Huang et al. such that "the electrically conductive links reduce coupling in the inductor 
from external sources by approximately 6dB." The ordinary artisan would have been 
motivated to modify Huang et al. in the manner described above for at least the purpose 
of minimizing electromagnetic interference between the inductor and the other elements 
of the of the apparatus or integrated circuit. 

Regarding claims 15 and 38, the difference is "the inductor is formed at least 
partially in one or more layers of an integrated circuit die thicker than others of the metal 
layers." This difference is again nothing more than a design choice of the apparatus. 
That is, forming an inductor on a metal layer that is thicker or thinner than other metal 
layer to vary the inductance of the inductor is an obvious design choice for the simple 
purpose of meeting specific needs or specification of the apparatus. Thus, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify Huang et al. by forming "the inductor [ ] at least partially in one or more layers 
of an integrated circuit die thicker than others of the metal layers" in order to meet 
higher inductance need due to the thicker metal layer. 
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Claims 8, 10-14, 31 , 33, 34-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Huang et al. in view of Brennan et al. 

The difference between Huang et al. and the claimed invention is "the electrically 
conductive enclosure includes a top plate, a bottom plate, and sidewalls." However, 
Brennan et al. discloses an apparatus comprising an inductor 314 and an electrically 
conductive enclosure comprising a top plate, a bottom plate and sidewalls 302, 304, 
326 and 328. In view of such teaching, it would have been it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Huang et 
al. so that "the electrically conductive enclosure includes a top plate, a bottom plate, and 
sidewalls." The ordinary artisan would have been motivated to modify Huang et al. in 
the manner described above for at least the purpose of completing surrounding the 
inductor thus minimizing electromagnetic interference between the inductor and the 
other elements above, below and to the side of the inductor. 

Regarding claims 10 and 31, the term "bottom" is a relative term that does not 
distinguish the claim from Huang et al., as modified above. 

Regarding claims 1 1, 12, 34 and 35, since the plates are conductive or metal, the 
plates are formed in "one or more integrated circuit metal layers." 

Regarding claims 13 and 36, the term "redistribution" layer reads on any layer of 
an integrated circuit since this term does not set forth any particular structure. On the 
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other hand, any layer of an integrated circuit is considered a "redistribution" layer since 
each layer effects the movement of electrons. 

Regarding claims 14 and 37, any one of the plate is formed in a package 
substrate since it's part of a die which will be part of a package, especially one that is 
encapsulated. 



Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-20 and 22-54 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Eddie C. Lee at 
telephone number 571-272-1732. 




SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2800 



